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ISSUE 18A: Should the Commission approve BellSouth's statement of
generally available terms and conditions (SGAT) pursuant to Section
252(f) of the 1996 Telecommunications Act? (Sirianni)

RECOMMENDATION: No, BellSouth's SGAT is not in compliance with
Section 252(f) of the 1996 Telecommunications Act.

Staff Analysis: Section 252(f) (2) of the Act requires that the
SGAT meet two criteria:

• it must comply with Section 252 (d) , which requires
nondiscriminatory cost based prices, and regulations for
interconnection, network elements, transport and termination
of traffic, and wholesale rates; and

• must further comply with Section 251, which defines duties of
interconnection, unbundled access, and resale.

In addition, Section 252 (f) (3) of the Act states that the
state commission to which a SGAT is sumbitted shall review it
within 60 days. If review of the SGAT by a State Commission is not
completed within 60 days, the SGAT becomes effective.

SST contends that its proposed SGAT meets each of the 14
checklist items. Furthermore, BST asserts that the specifics of the
various offerings that satisfy the checklist items are addressed in
their respective issues (2-15) in this docket. BST contends that
its final SGAT filed September 18, 1997, as late filed exhibit
number 125 to this proceeding, was the same as its revised SGAT
filed on August 25, 1997, which was an attachment to witness
Scheye's testimony filed in this proceeding. While staff agrees
that these filings are identical, the final SGAT filed on September
18, 1997 as late filed exhibit number 125 was objected to by the
intervenors in this proceeding; thus, it is not a part of the
record. Therefore, BST's revised SGAT filed on August 25, 1997 (EXH
24) was used for purposes of analyzing Issues 2-15.

BST also made an official filing of its SGAT in this docket on
September 18, 1997, which is not part of the evidence in this
proceeding. Thus, since BST's official filing of its SGAT is not
a part of the record in this proceeding, staff believes that it is
appropriate to address this issue (Issue l8A) as a proposed agency
action (PAA) item in which interested persons may participate.
Thus, any party not agreeing with the PAA order may request a
hearing within 21 days of issuance of the notice of the PAA.
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Most of the competing providers in this proceeding argue that
BST's SGAT cannot be approved because it is not in compliance with
Sections 252{f) (2) and 252{d) (1) of the Act which requires that
the interconnection and network element charges in the SGAT be
based on BST's cost of providing the interconnection or network
element. In fact, BST's witnesses admitted that BST did not file
cost studies to support
the prices in the SGAT. (Varner TR 312; Scheye TR 611) In addition,
there are prices for interconnection and network elements in the
SGAT that are not cost based. (Varner TR 313; Scheye TR 616)
Witness Scheye asserted that there is no cost basis for the
selective routing, loop distribution, and network interface devices
in the SGAT. (TR 576) In addition, witness Scheye asserted that
there are interim rates that were established in the arbitration
proceedings in Florida that mayor may not be changed when the
arbitrated rates become final. (TR 576-577)

The intervenors assert that the Commission should reject BST's
SGAT. For the most part, the parties argue that BST's SGAT does
not comply with the fourteen point checklist, nor has BST
demonstrated that it has fully implemented the competitive
checklist. However, staff does not believe that approval of BST's
SGAT depends on whether or not it complies with the fourteen point
checklist. Staff believes that more importantly, the SGAT must
comply with Sections 251 and 252 (d) of the Act. Moreover, staff
would point out that while BST's SGAT may lack certain provisions
that are required by the 14 point checklist, it may also contain
additional provisions that are not required by the competitive
checklist in Section 271. Nonetheless, based on staff's analysis
in issues 2-15 of this recommendation, staff does not believe that
BST's SGAT is in compliance with Sections 251 and 252(d) of the
Act. Listed below are the problems that staff has found in
reviewing BST's SGAT for compliance with Sections 251 and 252{f) of
the Act. While only a brief summary of each section of BST's SGAT
is contained in this recommendation, a more detailed analysis can
be found in each of the respective issues (2-15) that addresses the
specific checklist items.

Sununary of SGAT Problems

Section I - Interconnection (Issue 2)

The SGAT defines ~local traffic" for purposes of identifying
exchange service and distinguishing it from ~exchange access." The
definition is different from that which SST used in its arbitrated
agreements with AT&T and MCl. We now know there is a dispute as to
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whether ISP traffic should be considered local traffic. SST argues
that it is jurisdictionally interstate. Since this is a dispute
which must be resolved, we do not believe that such disputed
language should be approved in an SGAT prior to resolution of the
issue. (See Issue 14)

The provisions covering Unidentified Local Traffic,
Intermediary Tandem Switching, and the Mutual Provision of Access
Service are acceptable.

Staff does not believe that the language in the SGAT governing
Trunk Groups complies with the terms of FCC Rule §51.305(S) (f).
That language requires that if technically feasible, two-way
trunking shall be provided upon request. The SGAT language places
more restrictions on provision of two-way trunking than the Act
allows. First, the SGAT states that "local and intraLATA traffic
may be routed over the same one-way trunk group." Then it says
that two-way trunk groups are available for intermediary tandem
switching traffic and, to the extent technically feasible, where a
carrier does not have sufficient traffic to warrant one-way trunks.
In the proceeding, SST argued that two-way trunking is inefficient
and bad network design. The FCC rules do not require that the ALEC
prove to SST that its request is efficient from BST's perspective.
The rules just say that if BST can do it, it should do it. The
language in the SGAT hedges on that requirement.

The provisions for rates and billing are acceptable.

Compliance with 251 (c) (6) - Terms for provision of physical and
virtual collocation

BST's SGAT is inadequate under the terms of Section 251(c) (6).
The SGAT states that rates for collocation are set out in
Attachment A, and that detailed guidelines for collocation are set
out in BellSouth's Telecommunications Negotiations Handbook for
Collocation. (SGAT, p. 4) There are in fact physical collocation
rates in Attachment A. However, there are also physical
collocation rates in the Collocation Handbook itself, and as
discussed later, the two sets of rates are not identical.

The Handbook contains no provision for ordering intervals,
despite the fact that Florida set such provisioning intervals in
the BST arbitration proceedings. In Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP,
this Commission stated that if BST could not meet the provisioning
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intervals set forth in the order, it should demonstrate why the
intervals could not be met. BST has not notified this Commission
of any problems with meeting the provisioning intervals set out in
the order. Moreover, the Handbook does not even mention
provisioning intervals, let alone offer anything specific. This
could be construed, at the least, as allowing the appearance or
possibility of discriminatory practices. In any event, the
Collocation Handbook should not be considered as a part of the SGAT
unless the Commission approves the language as it stands, and the
Handbook is integrated into the SGAT by order.

BST has language in Section XV of the SGAT, that addresses
future updating of the Collocation Handbook and Ordering Guides.
The language states that changes will be made upon reasonable
notice to the Commission and parties using the SGAT. BST also
notes that changes to the manuals will not affect BST's commitment
to treat ALECs in a non-discriminatory manner. (SGAT, p. 26) Staff
believes this language is too vague to be relied upon. Users of
the SGAT are entitled to have specific notification periods and
recourse if changes to their agreements are to be made without
their consent.

Compliance 252 (d) (1) - Cost-based pricing standards

The Collocation rates in Attachment A to the SGAT are not
those approved by this Commission pursuant to arbitrated or
negotiated agreements. Based on the record, BST changed the rates
as a result of ~additional cost work". (Scheye TR 668) The cost
work was not submitted in this proceeding and has not been approved
as complying with Section 252(d) (1).

Section II - Access to Unbundled Network Elements (Issue 3)

Only one carrier in the proceeding complained that BST has not
provided a specific UNE that it requested. Staff has great concern
over the fact that ICI requested such loops over 14 months ago, and
still has not received access to such loops. Therefore, staff
believes that BST has not met its duty to provide nondiscriminatory
access to UNEs to requesting carriers.

The intervenors assert that rates, both permanent and interim,
set by this Commission do not meet the cost standard of the Act.
The issue raised over interim rates contained in the SGAT, is that
the rates are not based on cost, and therefore, are not compliant
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with the Act. Staff believes that interim rates cannot be used in
the SGAT. Staff believes that in order to be in compliance with
the requirements of §271 of the Act, the SGAT must contain only
Commission approved permanent rates. Thus, staff believes that the
interim rates used"in the SGAT do not meet the cost based standard
of §252 (d) (1) .

The intervenors stated that BST did not have the capability to
render electronic, or mechanized billing statements for usage
sensitive ONEs such as local switching and local transport. In
conclusion, BST provides mechanized billing for itself; therefore,
staff believes that BST must provide such billing capability to
ALECs.

BST has not provided access usage detail to ALECs. As
explained above, the local switch has the capability to record all
access minutes that transit the switch. In conclusion, BST records
access usage billing for itself, therefore, it must provide such
billing detail information to requesting ALECs.

BST has taken a firm stance on the provision of combinations
of ONEs at cost based rates. BST's position is that combinations
of ONEs will be priced at resale. The 8th circuit court did not
vacate the subsections of rule 51.315 that prohibits LECs from
taking apart currently bundled UNEs. (Iowa Utile Bd. V. FCC, Nos.
96-3321, et al., 1997 WL 403401, at 36(8th Cir,. July 18, 1997)
However, staff believes there appears to be a conflict between the
language used by the 8th circuit in its order and the FCC's rule.
The 8th circuit has been asked to review its decision on this
issue. In addition, this Commission has a pending complaint from
AT&T on this specific issue. Since the 8th circuit has been
requested to review its decision on this issue, the Commission has
a pending proceeding, and that in staff's belief, BST fails this
issue for other reasons, staff will not provide any recommendation
on the issue of combinations.

In summary, staff believes that BST has not met its duty to
provide nondiscriminatory access to UNEs to requesting carriers.
Staff agrees with FCC rule 51.307(c) that "an incumbent LEC shall
provide a requesting telecommunications carrier access to an
unbundled network element, along with all of the unbundled network
element's features, functions, and capabilities, in a manner that
allows the requesting telecommunications carrier to provide any
telecommunications service that can be offered by means of that
network element."
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Operatoions Support Systams and Interfaces for Operational Support
Systems (ONEs and Resale)

BST is offering four interfaces to provide access to the five
functionalities of OSS. The following describes the problems that
relate to UNEs and Resale as they apply to the interfaces.

Pre-Ordering Summary

Staff believes that BST is not providing pre-ordering
capabilities at parity with what it provides itself. In addition,
the FCC has concluded that "in order to meet the nondiscriminatory
standard of OSS, an incumbent LEC must provide competing carriers
access to OSS functions for pre-ordering ... that is equivalent to
what it provides itself, its customers or other carriers." (EXH 1,
FCC 97-298, 1130) As explained in the ordering and provisioning
summary, staff believes that BellSouth must provide a pre-ordering
interface that is integrated with the EDI ordering interface, and
correct the LENS pre-ordering deficiencies discussed above.

Ordering and Provisioning Summary

BellSouth has not provided nondiscriminatory access to the
ordering and provisioning functions. LENS and EDI do not
incorporate the same level of on-line edit capabilities as BST's
internal interfaces. Thus, there is a greater chance that orders
will contain mistakes which will be rejected by the downstream
systems. The result of the limited edit capability, is that ALEC
orders will take longer to actually be provisioned, than BST
orders.

LENS and EDI do not provide an order summary screen as does
RNS and DOE. This makes it very difficult and time consuming for
an ALEC to verify a customer's order, while the customer is on
line. Staff believes that LENS and EDI must provide this
capability.

Staff believes that the interfaces offered by BST must offer
similar functionality. As stated above, pending orders placed via
LENS or EDI cannot be accessed to make changes. Instead, a change
order must be prepared. BST's internal interfaces provide the
service rep the ability to access orders pending implementation.

In order for ALBCs to develop their side of the interface,
they must first receive technical specifications for BST's proposed
interfaces. BST has not provided such specifications to requesting
carriers. There are also three forms of manual intervent ion.
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Staff believes each of these types of manual intervention must be
eliminated before the nondiscriminatory access standard can be met.

BST has not demonstrated that its systems can process the
number of orders per day that it claims it can. In addition, BST
has experienced problems providing firm order confirmations (FOCs)
in a timely manner. Thus, staff does not believe that BST can
currently meet service order demand requirements.

BST has not provided sufficient test documentation to prove
that it is capable of providing those services not yet requested.
Staff believes that the manner in which BST performed its internal
testing is insufficient to demonstrate that its systems and
processes are capable of responding to an order placed by an ALEC
in a manner that is at parity with BST's own abilities.

Staff would note that correction of the deficiencies listed
above would not necessarily mean that BST's interfaces meet the
nondiscriminatory access requirement. Staff believes that of the
problems raised by the intervenors, the most serious were discussed
here. Staff believes that BST has the burden to prove that all of
its interfaces meet the nondiscriminatory access requirements of
the Act.

Maintenance and Repair Summary

Staff believes that BellSouth must provide ALEes with the
technical specifications of TAFI, so that ALECs can integrate their
OSS with BellSouth's ass for maintenance and repair. This
electronic communication capability does not currently exist,
therefore, an ALEC must manually re-enter each trouble report into
its own OSS system. In addition, staff believes that BellSouth
must provide ALECs with the ability to have all of the ALECs'
repair attendants .logged into TAFt at the same time, just as
BellSouth's repair attendants, in order for the TAPI interface to
meet the nondiscriminatory standard. The FCC concluded that "in
order to meet the nondiscriminatory standard of OSS, an incumbent
LEC must provide to competing carriers access to ass functions for
pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and
billing that is equivalent to what it provides itself, its
customers or other carriers." (EXH 1, FCC 97-298, 1130)

Billing Summary

BellSouth cannot render accurate bills for resold services.
BellSouth admits that it has billed the wrong wholesale discount
rates, despite this Commission's Order that BellSouth bill a 16.81%
discount for business customers and a 21.83% discount for
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residential customers. BellSouth also admitted that it is applying
the wrong wholesale discount rate to recurring charges and that it
has failed to discount non-recurring charges on MCl's bills. Thus,
staff believes that BellSouth is in direct violation of Order No.
PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, and Section 251(d} (3) of the Act. (Id., p.S6)

Sec~ion III - Access ~ Poles, Duc~s, Condui~s, and Righ~s-of-Way

(Issue 4)

Staff believes that the SGAT satisfies the requirements of the
Act regarding access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights of way.

Sec~ion IV -

Sec~ion V -

Sec~ion VI -

Local Loop Transmission Unbundled from local
Swi~ching (Issue 4)

Local Transpor~ From ~e Trunk Side Unbundled from
Swi~ching or O~er Services (Issue 5)

Local Swi~ching Unbundled from ';rranspor~, Local
Loop Transmission or O~er Services (Issue 6)

Staff does not believe that BST has satisfied the requirements
of 251 and 252(f) regarding this section (see Issues 4, 5 and 6)
for the following reasons.

In attempting to provision UNEs, BellSouth has experienced
significant billing related problems. These problems place doubt
as to whether BST can actually provision the specific elements on
an unbundled basis. For usage sensitive elements, BST has not
provisioned the necessary billing usage data that is required by
the ALBCs for customer billing. In addition, there are citations
of BST charging requesting ALECs tariff rates and in-turn crediting
them the required difference so as to give the appearance of UNE
rates. This is unacceptable. The FPSC has ordered that BellSouth
shall use CABS to bill for UNEs or in the alternative, BST will
provide CABS-formatted billing for ONEs. BellSouth has not done
either. Staff believes the provisioning of UNEs includes BST's
ability to accurately bill for the UNE. Thus, if BST is unable to
bill accurately, then the provision of the specific UNEs is not
satisfied.
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Section VII - Nondiscriminatoxy Access to (I) 911 and B911 services;
(II) directory assistance services and, (III) operator call
completion services (Issue 8)

Staff does not believe that BST has satisfied the requirements
of 252(f) regarding this section (see Issue 8) for the following
reasons.

Directory Assistance Database

BST states that it cannot give out an ALEC's or ILEC's
customer information that is in the directory assistance database
unless the ALEC or ILEC has given BST permission to do so. BST
says that the ALECs and ILECs should make agreements with each
other for the transfer of the information.

In the Second Report and Order, the FCC declared that LECs
must provide on a nondiscriminatory basis access to directory
assistance and directory listings. It further stated, any customer
of that competing provider should be able to access any listed
number on a nondiscriminatory basis, notwithstanding the identity
of the customer's local service provider, or the identity of the
telephone service provider for the customer whose directory listing
is requested. Staff would agree with the FCC's interpretation of
the nondiscriminatory requirements for the provision of directory
listings as an unbundled element and believes BST's refusal to
provide access to all as a violation of this nondiscriminatory
provision. The agreements that BST has entered into have
essentially limited the direct listings available to all customers
to the listings that ALECs want its competitors to receive. Staff
does not believe that is appropriate and should not be allowed.

Directory Assistance Prices

Section 252(d) (1) (A) (i) and § 252(d) (1) (A) (ii) require that
the prices for ONEs must be based on cost and nondiscriminatory.
The prices that BST has set for directory assistance and operator
call completion services do not meet the criteria of § 252 because
they are not based on cost and they are interim. Therefore, BST
does not comply with this requirement.

Section VIII - White Page Directory Listings For ALEC Customers
(Issue 9)
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The white page directory listings portion of the SGAT complies
with the requirements of §271(c) (2) (B) (viii). Section
271 (c) (2) (B) (viii) of the Act requires BellSouth to provide or
generally offer white page directory listings of the other
carrier's telephone exchange service. BellSouth has demonstrated
that it is capable of providing white page directory listings for
the other carrier's telephone exchange service (see Issue 9).

Section IX - Nondiscriminatory Access to Telephone Numbers for
ALEC Customers (Issue 10)

Staff points out that the intervenors do not identify concerns
wi th the proposed SGAT regarding nondiscriminatory access to
telephone numbers. Staff acknowledges that the proposed SGAT
provides BST's procedures for providing nondiscriminatory access to
telephone numbers (EXH 32, Volume 9-1), and within the procedures
it discusses the numbering assignment guidelines. Thus, staff
believes that the proposed SGAT would be sufficient to satisfy
checklist item (ix) regarding nondiscriminatory access to telephone
numbers for assignment to other telecommunications carrier's
telephone exchange service customers.

Section X - Nondiscriminatory Access to Signaling and Signaling
Databases (Issue 11)

While staff finds that BellSouth satisfies this portion of the
SGAT, the topic of pricing relating to databases and signaling
necessary for call routing and completion is discussed in Issue 3
(Section II of the SGAT). BellSouth used prices that were not cost
based for at least one database, specifically the AIN database.
These rates were interim rates that were taken from 960833-TP at
AT&T's suggestion.

Section XI - Interim Service Provider Number Portability (Issue
12)

Staff notes that section 271(c) (2) (B) (xi), FCC Rule § 52.7,
and FCC Order No. 96-286 (The FCC's First Report and Order) require
that the BOC provide interim number portability through RCF, DID,
or other comparable arrangements. Staff also notes that in Order
No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, the Florida Commission required BST to
provide RCF, DID, RI-PH, and LERG. Since this Commission ordered
BST to provide RCF, DID, RI-PH, and LERG, staff believes that BST
must provide all four interim number portability arrangements to be
in compliance with the checklist.
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Staff notes that the proposed SGAT does not offer RI-PH and
LERG as number portability solutions. Staff also notes that an
ALEC ordering from the proposed SGAT could only obtain RI-PH or
LERG through the bona fide request process since the proposed SGAT
offers only RCF and DID. Staff points out that the Florida
Commission, in Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, required BST to
provide RCF, DID, RI-PH, and LERG. Consequently, staff believes
that the proposed SGAT should offer these number portability
solutions, and it clearly does not. Therefore, staff does not
believe that the proposed SGAT has met the requirements to satisfy
checklist item (xi).

Section XII - Dialing Parity (Issue 13)

Staff believes that the SGAT satisfies the requirements of the
Act and the applicable rules promulgated by the FCC regarding the
ability for subscribers to dial the same number of digits to place
a local call, without the use of an access code, regardless of
their choice of local service provider.

This section of the SGAT also states that ALEC local service
customers will receive at least the same quality as BST local
service customers regarding post-dial delay, call completion rate
and transmission quality. Based on the analysis of all of the
network elements and functions in Issues 2-15, it does not appear
that the SGAT satisfies the requirements of the Act regarding the
ability for ALEC local service customers to receive at least the
same transmission quality as BST local service customers.

Section XIII - Reciprocal Compensation (Issue 14)

BST has violated the terms in ALEC agreements in its handling
of the ISP traffic controversy. The Commission should advise BST
and the ALECs to try to resolve this dispute or, in the
alternative, to bring it to the Commission for resolution.
Otherwise, where requested and provided, BellSouth has provided
reciprocal compensation arrangements in accordance with the
requirements of section 252(d) (2) of the Act, pursuant to section
251 (c) (2) (B) (xiii) and the applicable FCC rules.

section XIV - BellSouth Retail Services Available for Resale (Issue
15)
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The resale portion of the SGAT does not comply with the
requirements of §251 (c) (4) and 252 (d) (3) of the Act for the
following reasons:

Compliance with Applicable Tari~f Conditions (p.22)

BST states that retail services must be resold in compliance
with the applicable terms and conditions in BellSouth's existing
retail tariffs. This restriction is in direct violation of FCC 96
325, <.lI939, and this Commission's Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP,
p.57. The FCC's Order stated, and this Commission agreed, that
restrictions on resale, including those in the LECs' tariffs, are
presumptively unreasonable and therefore in violation of Section
251 (c) (4). (EXH 1, FCC 96-325, <.lI939i Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP,
p.57)

ALEC Resale Audit (p.31)

BST states that it reserves the right to periodically audit
the services purchased by an ALEC to make sure that such services
are being used in conformity with the SGAT and BellSouth's tariffs.
Commission staff finds this requirement of the SGAT unreasonable
and in direct violation of Section 251(c) (4). (EXH 1, FCC 96-325,
<.lI939i Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, p.57)

Section XVI - Performance Measures (Issue 3A and 1SA)

Performance standards and measurements are a tool or means of
demonstrating the comparability of BellSouth's retail and wholesale
performance. The performance standards and measurements that
BellSouth has proffered in this proceeding, via the SGAT, are not
adequate in detecting discrimination. BellSouth has established
performance target intervals that measure the frequency with which
performance falls outside of specified bounds, instead of measuring
the average interval for an activity. By employing the use of
target-based measures, one cannot make a simple and definite
comparison of any two sets of performance data to show parity.
Indeed, the target-based measures may help hide discrimination
because of their potential masking effect.

In addition, BellSouth has not provided any data or related
work-papers to support its target intervals. Thus, it is difficult
to evaluate the effectiveness of the established target intervals.
Even in the circumstances where BellSouth is provisioning services
that have retail analogues, BellSouth has not provided any of its
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operational data for comparison or study. With ONEs, BellSouth
does not have retail analogues, and there is no way to tell how
those target intervals are derived. Therefore, BellSouth's
performance standards and measurements are not adequate to
demonstrate nondiscrimination, since they are not effective in
showing comparability.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, staff does not believe that
BST's SGAT complies with Section 252(f) (2) of the Act. Section
252(f) (2) of the Act requires that the SGAT comply with Section
252(d), which requires nondiscriminatory cost based prices, and
regulations for interconnection, network elements, transport and
termination of traffic, and wholesale rates. As discussed above,
some of the rates specified in the SGAT do not meet the
requirements of the Act. Section 252{f) (2) of the Act also requires
that the SGAT comply with Section 251, which defines the duties of
interconnection, unbundled access, and resale. As discussed above,
and in more detail in Issues 2-15, staff does not believe that
BST's SGAT is fully compliant with Section 251 of the Act. For
these reasons, staff does not believe that BST's SGAT complies with
Section 252(f) of the Act. Therefore, staff recommends that the
Commission deny BST's request for approval of its SGAT pursuant to
Section 252(f) of the Act.
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RE: DOCKET NO. 960i86-TL - Consider~tion of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant to Section 271 Qf ~he Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Issue la; Has BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271 (c) (1) (A) of
the Telecommunications Act of 1996?

(a) Has BellSouth entered into one or more binding agreements approved
under Sec~ion 252 with unaffiliated competing providers of
telephone exchange service?

(b) Is BellSouth providing access and interconnection to its network
facilities for the network facilities of such competing providers?

(cl A=e such competing providers providing ~elephone exchanqe service
to residential and business customers either exclusively. over their
own telephone exchange service facilities or predominantly over
the~r own telephone exchange service facilities?

Re~omrnendation; No. BellSouth has not met the requirements of Section
271 (c) (1) (A) •
(aJ Yes. BellSouth has entered into one or more binding agreements

approved under Section 252 wi~h una~filia~ed competing providers of
telepho~e exchange service.

(bl No. While BellSouth is providing access and in~erconnection to
competing providers of business service, it is not providing access
and interconnection to competing providers of residential service.
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VOTE SKEET
NOVEMBER 3, 1997 .
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL - Consideration of BellSouth Teleco~un1cat10n$,
Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant ~o Section 271 of the federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

(Continued from previous page)

(e) No. Competing providers are providing telephone exch~nqe service to
business customers either exclusively over ~he1r own telephone
exchange service facilities or predominantly over their own
telephone exchange service facilities; however, competing providers
are not providing telephone exchange service to residential
customers either egclusively over their own telephone exchange
service facilities or predominantly over their own telephone
exchange service facilities. ~

IODIFIED ~~;f~~5~

Issue lE: Has BellSouth met the requirements of Section 271(c} (1) (B) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996?

(a) Has an unaffiliated competing provide~ of telephone exchange
service requested access and interconnection with BellSouth?

(b) Has a statement of terms and condi~ions that BellSouth generally
offers to provide access and interconnection heen approved or
permitted to take effect under Section 252(f)?

Recommendation: No~ BellSouth has not met ehe requirements of Section
271 (c) (1) (8) •

a. Yes, an unaffiliated competing provider has requested Access and
interconnection with BellSouth.

b. No. A statement of terms And conditions that aellSouth generally
offers to provide access and interconnection has not been approved
or permitted to take effect under Section 252(f) in Florida.

APPROVED
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VOTE SHEET
NOVEMBER 3, 1997
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL - Consideration of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

(Continued from previous page)

Issue lC; Can 8ellSouth meet ~he require~en~s of section 271(c) (llthrough
~ combination of track A (Section 271(c) (1) (A) and ~rack B (Section
271(c) (1) (B)? If so, has Bel1South met all of the requirements of those
sections?
Recommendation: No, BellSouth cannot ~eet the requirements of Section
271(c) (1) through a combination of track A (Section 271(c)(1) (A» and track
B (Section 271(c) (1) (9». Further, staff recommends that BellSouth should
be permitted to use a state-approved SGAT to show that checklist ite~$ are
available. SellSouth, however, is not eligible to do so at this time.

APPROVED

Issue 2: Has BellSouth provided interconnection in accordance with the
requirements of sections 251(c) (2) and 252(d) (1) of the Telecommunications
Ac~ of 1996, pursuant ~o 271(cl (2) (8) (I) and applicable rules promulgated
by the FCC?
Recommendation: No. While BST has provided interconnection to a number of
ALECs who have reques~ed it, staff does not believe that SST has done so in
full compliance with the requirements of the applicable sections of the Act
or the FCC rules.



MODIFIED

I"

VOTE: SHEET
NOVEMBER 3, 199,
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL - Considera~ion of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal
Telecommunications ~ct of 1996.

(Continued from previous paqe)

Issue 3: Has BellSouth provided nondiscriminatory access to network
elements in accordance with ~he requirements of section 251(c) (3) and
252 (d) (1) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, pursuant to
211(c) (2) (B) (ii) and applicable rules promu19a~Qd by ~he FCC?
Becommendation: No. BellSouth has failed to demonstrate that it provides
nondiscriminatory access to unbundled network elemen~s requested by
competinq carriers. In addition, BellSouth has not demonstrated that it
ha$ provided access to Operations Support System functions in essentially
the s~e time and manner as it does for itself. . .

,/~~~'-'
~... .

tYJt~

Issue 3a: Has BellSouth developed performance standards and measurements?
If so, are they being met?
Recommendation: Yes. Bell$ou~h has developed performance standards and
measurements. These performance standards and measurements are in ~he fonn
of performance targe~ intervals. However, the perfor.mance target intervals
that BellSouth has established are not adequate to monitor post-entry
nondiscriminatory performance for UNEs and OSS functions.

MODIFIED ~~~~
-tkL .wd/ aL/",J r ~~
t:k~~~"



VOTE SHEET
NOVE:MBER 3. 199'7
DOCKET NO. 960766-TL - Consideration of BellSoutn Telecommunications,
Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

(Continued from previous paQe)

Issue 4: Has BellSouth provided nondiscriminatory access to the poles,
ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way owned or controlled by BellSouth at just
and reasonable rates in accordance with the requirements of section 224 of
the Communications Act of 1934 as amended by the Telecommunications Act of
1996, pursuant to 2il(c) (2) (B) (iii) and applicable rules promu19a~ed by the
FCC?
Recommendation; Yes. BellSouth has been providing such access to cable
television providers under S 224 of the Communications Act of 1934 since
1978. The 1996 Act expanded the access to include telecommunication
carriers with no ~hanges to the requirement on the owners of the
poles, conduits, and rights-of-way.

APPROVED

Issue 5: Has BellSouth unbundled the local loop transmission between the
central office and the cus~omerts premises from local sWitchin~ o~ other
services, pursuant to section 271(c) (2) (8) (iv) and applicable rUles
promulgated by the FCC?
Recommendation: No. Based on the evidence in the record, BellSouth has
not provisioned all of the unbundled local loops req~ested by the ALECs.
Bell$ou~h has experienced siqnificant billing related problems (among
others) in providing these unbundled local loops.

DENIE0 r· ~J ..... -:tk.-;.tt,-.~;"'" ~
~J ~~~~4J!?~d!4e:1~

~
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VOTE SHf:ET
NOVEMBER 3, 1991
DOCKET NO. 9G07e6~TL - Consideration of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.'s entry in~o interLATA services pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

(Continued from previous page)

Issue 6: Has BellSouth unbundled the local transport on the trunk side of
a wireline local exchange carrier switch from switching or other services,
pursuant to section 271(c) (2) (8) (v) and applicable rules p~omu19ated by the
FCC?
R~commend8tion: No. Based on the evidence in the record, BellSouth has
not provisioned all of the unbundled local tronsport requested by the
ALECs. BellSouth has experienced significant billing related problems iR
the provisioning of these unbundled local transport requested.

APPROVED

Issue 7; Has BellSou~h provided unbundled lo~al switching from transport,
local loop transmission, or other services, pursuant to section
271(0) (2) (8) (vi) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?
Recommendation: No. Based on the evidence in the record, BellSouth has
not provisioned all of the unbundled local switching requested by the
ALECs. BellSouth has experienced significant billing related problems in
the provisioning of these unbundled local switching.

APPROVED



Issue 8;
pursuant
the FCC?

(a)
(b)

VOTE SHEET
NOVEMBER 3, 1997
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL - Consideration of BellSouth Telecornm~n1cations,

Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant ~o Section 271 of the Federal
Telecommunica~ionsAct of 1996.

(Continued from previous p_ge)

Has BellSouth provided nondi~cfiminatoryaccess to the followinQ,
to section 271(c) (2) (8) (vii) and applic~ble rules promulgated by

911 and &911 services;
directory assistance services to allow the other
telecommunications carriers' customers to obtain telephone
numbers; and,

(c) operator call completion services?
Recommendation: No. BellSouth has not provided nondiscriminatory access
to directory assistance to allow the other telecommunications carriers'
customers to obtain telephone numbers.

MODIFIED ~~h- ~~Z~
~~.c~~£~c/J!b
/tEes A ~Lt:!?-~~J~~~" AUd~ . .7h..~-~ . A~ '- _. . ~~ ~~ ---- -
~..-r.~ ZfHd..w ~ e"~«~ ·

Issue 9; Has BellSouth provided white pages directory listings for
customers of other telecommunications carrie=s telephone exchange services,
pursuant to section 211(c) (2) (a) (viii) and applicable rules promulga~ed by
t:he FCC?
Recommendation: Yes. Bel1South has provided White page directory listings
for 7ustorners of o~her telecommunications carriers telephone exchange
serV1ces, pursuan~·to section 271(c) (2) (Bl (viii) and applicable rules
promulgated by the FCC.

APPROVED



te

VOTE SHEtT
NOVEH5ER 3, 1997
DOCKET NO. 9601B6-TL - Consideration of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant ~o Section 211 of the Federal
Telecommunica~ionsAct of 1996.

(Continued from previous page)

Issue 10: Has BellSouth provided nondiscriminatory access to telephone
numbers for assignment to the other telecommunications carriers ~elephone

exchange service customers, pursuant to section 271(c) (2) (a) (ix) and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?
Recommendation: Yes. Based on the testimony, staft oelieves that
BellSouth has met the checklist item (ix) for providing nondiscriminatory
access to telephone numbers for assignment to other telecommunications
carriers telephone exchanQe service customers.

APPROVED
.i

I$sue 11: Has Bel1South provided nondiscriminatory access to databases and
associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion, pursuant ~o

section 271(c) (2) (8) ex) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?
Recommendation; Yes, BellSouth has provided nondiscriminatory access to
databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and
completion, pursuant to section 2711c) (2) (8) (x) and applicable rules
promulgated by the FCC.

APPROVED
Issue 12: Has BellSouth provided number portability, pursuant to section
271(c) (2) (B) {xi) and applicable rules promulqated by the FCC?
Recommendation: No. Based on the testimony, staff does not believe ~hat
BellSouth has met the requirements to satisfy check list item (xi).



VOTE SHEET
NOVEMBER 3, 1991
DOCKET NO. 960766-TL - consideration of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal
Telecommunications ~ct of 1996.

(Continued from previous page)

Issue 13; Has BellSo~th provided nondiscriminatory access to such services
or information as are necessary to allow the requestinq carrier to
implement local dialing parity in accordance with the requirements of
section 251(b> (3) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, pursuant to
section 271(c) (2) (B) (xii) and applicable rules promulqatedby the FCC?
Recommendation; Yes. Subscribers in BellSouth's territory in Florida have
the ability to dial the same number of digits to place a local c~ll,

without the use of access codes, regardless of the local service prOVider.

APPROVED

Issue 14: Has BellSouth provided reciprocal compensation arrangements in
acco~dance with the requirements of section 252(d) (2) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, pursuant to section 251Cc) (2) (8) (xiii) and
appli~able rules promulqated by the FCC?
R@commendationi No. SST has violated the terms in ALEC agreements in its
handling of the ISP traffic controversy. The Commission should advise SST
and the ALECs to try to resolve this dispute or, in the alternative, to
bring it to the Commission for resolution. Otherwise, where requested and
provided, BellSouth has provided reciprocal compensation arrangements in
accordance with the requirements of section 252(dl (2) of the Act, pursuant
to section 251(c) (2) (B) (Xiii) and the applicable FCC rules.

DENIED ee-~~~tI'~L
~~ ,-..--:::tt';;%~~:tk~
~p'~.dr('~)(;')(t$)("liiiJ-,-,t:4~-i4..
FtC~· ~) a.J~~_~Q.4rA$z.G..
~~ 't~.p~ tUt.d~ ",z ,,#J' ;k.t,..
~ ~v" ,lelia tk~ do" «- .b~~a..;.
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VO'l'E SHEET
NOVEMBER 3, 1997
DOCKET NO. 960786~TL - Consideration of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.'s entry into interLATA services pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

(Continued from previous page)

Issue IS; Has BellSouth provided telecommunications services available for
resale in accordance with the ~equirements of sections 251(c) (4) and
252(d) (3) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, pursuant to section
2711c) (2) (B) (xiv) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?
Recommendation; No. BellSouth has not provided tele-communications
services available for resale in accordance with the requiremen~s of
sections 2S1(c} (4) and 252 (d) (3) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
pursuant to section 271(c) (2) (6) (xiV) and applicable rules promulgated by
the FCc. BellSou~h has fa~led ~o demon~trate that access to operational
support system fu~ctions that it provides to compe~lng carrier$ is
equivalent to the accesS it provides to itself. ~ . ~_.

~d'~¢I;zL~

MODIFIED ~~
Issue 154; Has BellSouth developed performance standards and measurements?
If so, are ~hey beinq ~e~?

RECOMMENpATION: Yes. BellSouth has developed performance standards and
measurements. These performance standards and measurements are in the form
of performance target inte~vals. However, the performance target intervals
that BellSouth has established are not adequate to monitor post-entry
nondiscrimina~ory performance for Resale Services and OSS functions.

MODIFIED

Issue 16: By what date dces BellSouth propose to prOVide intraLATA toll
dialing parity throughout Florida pursuant to section 271(e) (2) (A) of the
Telecommunications ~ct of 19961
Recommendation: BellSouth has prOVided 1+ intraLATA presubscription in all
of its end offices in Florida since the end of March 1997.

APPROVED



TOTE SHEET
~OVEMaER 3, 1997
)OCKET NO. 960786-TL - Consideration of BellSoutn Telecommunications,
Inc.'s en~ry into 1nterLATA services pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal
relecommunicat1ons Act of 1996.

(Continued from previous page)

Issue 17; If the answer to issues 2-15 is "yes," have those requirements
been met in a single agreement o~ th~ough a combina:ion of agreements:
Reeoftl11\9ndation;. Since BST has not met the requirements in Issues 2-15,
staff believes this issue is moot. However, if BS! had met the
requirements in Issues 2-15, staff believes SST can meet the requirements
ot the checklist with a combination of agreements approved by this
Commission.

Issue 18; Should tr.is docket be closed?
Becommendatipo: No. This docket sho~ld remain oper.. With respect to Is!~e
lBA ~nl~. ;f no P8~ty whose sUbstantial interests a~e affected by the
~~mm~ss~o~ s proposed agency action in that issue files a protest within 21
fi;:l~f ~ssuance of ~he order. the proposed agency action should become

APPROVED
Issue l8A' Should ~he Co i 1
available' terms and cond~i~:so~S~~~~ove_BellSouth's statement of genera:ly
1996 Telecommunications Act? pu.suant to Section 252(f} of the
Recommecdation: No Bel'South' SGAT' .
252(f) of rhe 1996'Tele~o~mm . St' ~s net ~n co~pliance with Section- - un~ca ~on5 Act.


